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The scores of students scoring at the 
Below Basic 1, Below Basic 2, and 
Basic levels must increase over time 
and the scores of students currently 
scoring Proficient or Advanced must 
not drop if we are to meet the 2010 
goal and fulfill the requirements of No 
Child Left Behind.
What are the achievement patterns 
when students are studied for three 
years?
Improvement index measures change 
over one year
Requires two test scores – pretest & 
posttest





What grades and tests were 
matched?
PACT ELA and Math data matched
Grades matched
3 – 4 – 5
4 – 5 – 6
5 – 6 – 7
6 – 7 – 8
Students tested in same district all 3 
years
What was the progress of students 
initially scoring Below Basic? (Table 4)
Students scoring just below the Basic 
cutoff (Below Basic 2) were much 
more likely to score Basic or higher at 
the end of the three year period than 
students initially scoring Below Basic 
1.
Less than one-third of the students 
initially failing the test passed it at 
the end of the three years studied.
How did the students initially 
scoring at the lowest level (Below 
Basic I) progress? (Table 5)
Approximately 4 out of 10 scored 
Below Basic I all three years
ELA – 11,234 students (40.3%)
Math – 12,525 students (38.9%)
Group represents approximately 7% 
of all students tested
Presents a significant challenge to 
system
How did the students initially 
scoring Basic do? (Table 6)
Three categories of students who initially 
scored Basic in 1999-2000 were identified:
Students whose scores neither increased nor 
decreased (e. g., also scored Basic in 2001-
2002);
Students whose scores in 2001-2002 were 
above Basic (e. g., Proficient or Advanced);
Students whose scores in 2001-2002 had fallen 
below Basic.
Students initially scoring Basic 
(Table 6)
Most scored Basic all three years
ELA = 65.8%, Math = 59.1%
More increased their Math 
performance (20.1%) than ELA 
(13.5%)
1 in 5 students scored lower (ELA = 
20.7%, Math = 20.7%)
Students more likely to have lower 
than higher ELA performance
How did the students initially 
scoring Proficient or Advanced do?
Two groups were identified among 
the students who initially scored 
Proficient or Advanced:
Students who maintained at least 
Proficient scores between 1999-2000 and 
2001-2002;
Students whose scores dropped below 
Proficient by 2001-2002.
Students initially scoring Proficient 
or Advanced (Table 7)
Approximately three-fourths of the students 
initially scoring Proficient or Advanced in 
Math scored Proficient or higher at the end 
of three years.
Math scores dropped below Proficient for about 
one-fourth of the students.
Almost two-thirds of the students initially 
scoring Proficient or Advanced in ELA 
scored Proficient or higher at the end of 
three years.
ELA scores dropped below Proficient for over 
one-third of the students.
How did students from different 
demographic groups do? (Table 8)
The percentages of students initially scoring 
Below Basic in ELA whose scores improved 
were larger than the percentages in Math 
for most groups.
The percentages of students initially scoring 
Proficient or Advanced in Math who 
maintained their high scores were higher 
than those for ELA.
The percentages of students initially scoring 
Basic in Math who improved their scores 
was also higher than for ELA.
Table 8:  Statewide Analysis of Three Year Longitudinal Data By Student Demographic Group

























































Questions from the data
How can remediation be more 
effective?
How can we help students maintain 
Proficient and Advanced performance 
levels?
How can achievement be raised and 
gaps eliminated?
Partial improvement results for EXAMPLE (9999 ) School District
This information is based on 1119  matched (3-year) student records
which represents 82.7% of Fall 99 ADM (grades 3-6) of 1353
# of instances where district outperformed SC in ELA=1 ,in math=0
# of instances where district underperformed SC in ELA=8 ,in math=8
# of instances where district and SC not stat. diff. in ELA=53 ,in math=55
# of instances where no comparison possible (small N)
in ELA=3 ,in math=2
Example District Report
3 Year Longitudinal Data
NOTE:    
n all = total # of students
n low1 = # scoring BB1 in 1999-2000: % low1 = % scoring BB1 in 1999-2000
% imp1 = % BB1 students scoring Basic or above in 2001-2002
% SC   = % statewide for comparison purposes
n low2 = # scoring BB2 in 1999-2000: % low2 = % scoring BB2 in 1999-2000
% imp2 = % BB2 students scoring Basic or above in 2001-2002
n high = # scoring Proficient or Advanced in 1999-2000
% high = % scoring Proficient or Advanced in 1999-2000
% main = % who continued to score Proficient or Advanced in 2001-2002
n mid = # scoring Basic in 1999-2000: % mid = % scoring Basic in 1999-2000
% midf = % initially scoring Basic who scored above Basic in 2001-2002
% midb = % initially scoring Basic who dropped below Basic in 2001-2002
1-TOTAL = all students
10-GR_5 = 5th grade students in 2001-2002: 11-GR_6 = 6th grade students in   
2001-2002
12-GR_7 = 7th grade students in 2001-2002: 13-GR_8 = 8th grade students in 
2001-2002
2-FRLCH = students participating in federal free/reduced lunch program
3-NOLCH = students paying for their lunch (not participating in lunch program)
4-BLACK = African-American students: 5-WHITE = White students
6-FR_BL = African-American students participating in lunch program
7-FR_WH = White students participating in lunch program
8-NO_BL = African-American students not participating in lunch program
9-NO_WH = White students not participating in lunch program
+ = Significantly higher than state
- = Significantly lower than state: NOTE-this is a positive for midb



























































Panel 1: BB1 to Basic or Above

















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































How can the data be used 
to encourage and raise 
achievement?
